
Chapter 6
Environmental Assessments

The task force considered the appropriate use and structure of EAs,75 and we identified
the following four areas of interest: 

❖ EA and FONSI use; 

❖ Mitigated EAs and FONSIs; 

❖ EA alternatives analysis; and 

❖ EA public involvement. 

Improving and modernizing EAs requires short- and long-term actions. In the short
term, CEQ should issue clarifying guidance to improve EA efficiency and effectiveness.
CEQ should request that one or two Federal agency representatives participate in
drafting the guidance memorandum. The guidance should highlight existing CEQ
regulations and outcomes from EA-related case law, and identify and explain minimum
requirements for short and long EAs, including the: 

❖ Range of reasonable alternatives;

❖ No action alternative; and 

❖ Public involvement.

A CEQ work group should develop a handbook to improve EA long-term efficiency
and effectiveness. The handbook should provide a compilation of specific guidance
that can be easily found, updated, and made available via CEQ’s Website. The
guidance should address the minimal requirements in the above areas, and additional 

75 An Environmental Assessment is a concise public document that provides evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare
an EIS or a FONSI, aids in compliance with NEPA when no EIS is required, and facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 40
CFR1508.9 (a).
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concerns as expressed to the task force and discussed in this chapter. The handbook
and Website should also include a continually updated list of useful practices. 

6.1. EA and FONSI Use 

Initially, EAs were typically internal agency documents used to determine the
significance of a proposed action on the human environment.76 Currently, EAs are used
for internal and external purposes, and although they are still used to determine the
significance of a proposed action, EAs are also frequently used as an agency’s decision
document and might be used to facilitate public involvement, evaluate alternatives,
and address mitigation requirements. 

The organization, analysis, content, and length of EAs vary due to differences in the
actions being analyzed, and whether the agency uses the EA as a decision document.
Although variations in EA application are confusing to the public and other agencies,
they frequently reflect the proposed action’s complexity, scope, and level of public
interest. The variation is also due to inconsistent application of the NEPA process due
to lack of EA guidance. CEQ EA clarifying guidance should recognize and distinguish
the range of EA types.

6.1.1. Small and Large EAs

Every agency that the task force interviewed develops EAs ranging in size from small
to large. Small EAs are concise public documents that meet CEQ’s existing minimum
EA requirements. Specifically, they address the statement of need, alternatives (if
required by NEPA, environmental impacts, and list of agencies and persons consulted.
Small EAs typically:

❖ Range from 10 to 30 pages in length; 

❖ Are developed by one author;

❖ Require from 2 weeks to 2 months to complete; and

❖ Cost between $5,000 and $20,000.

Large EAs are associated with more controversial or high profile projects, and are
similar to an EIS in analysis, content, and format. Mitigated FONSIs are usually
associated with large EAs. Large EAs usually incorporate other internal agency
planning and decisionmaking requirements that are not inconsistent with, but not
required by, CEQ regulations. Large EAs typically:

❖ Range from 50 to more than 200 pages in length;

❖ Are developed by an interdisciplinary team;

❖ Require from 9 to 18 months to complete; and

❖ Cost between $50,000 and $200,000.

76 The term “human environment” is interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the
relationship of people with that environment. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.14.
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In comparison, EISs typically:

❖ Range from 200 to more than 2,000 pages in length;

❖ Are developed by an interdisciplinary team;

❖ Require from 1 to more than 6 years to complete; and

❖ Cost between $250,000 to $2,000,000.

CEQ regulations are usually not the cause of EA delays and additional cost. Instead,
compliance with an agency’s internal NEPA or other environmental guidance requires
additional time and expense. CEQ guidance should emphasize that their minimum
requirements should be distinguished from agency requirements to help correctly
determine the extra time and costs associated with producing large EAs. 

Few agencies take the minimum approach described in existing CEQ regulations;
instead they produce EAs that are much longer than suggested.77 Some agencies that
the task force interviewed and public comments received stated that EAs are similar to
EISs in size, cost, and scope. Further, some public respondents believe that agencies
predetermine whether a NEPA document will be an EA or an EIS, and that agencies
treat EAs as mini EISs rather than objectively determining if the proposed action would
likely result in significant impacts. There is sometimes overlap between large EAs and
EISs, such as when an agency has integrated NEPA requirements with other internal
planning processes and documents. However, sometimes EAs are excessively long such
as when they are used to:

❖ Include supplemental information required by agency Offices of General
Counsel instead of incorporating the information by reference; 

❖ Support the defense of the FONSI in potential future litigation; 

❖ Use the EIS format to evaluate standard issues or resources that might
not be significantly affected or a public concern; and 

❖ Include an alternatives analysis when any conflict of available resources
has not been resolved. 

6.1.2. Judicial Review

Many agencies are concerned that the judicial system does not acknowledge the
distinction between EAs and EISs. Additionally, several thought that the courts defer to
projects supported by EIS rather than EA analyses, which might be due to a lack of
specific EA guidance. 

Courts have established that an agency’s FONSI, and the consequent decision not to
prepare an EIS, can only be overturned if the decision was arbitrary, capricious, or an
abuse of discretion. In the judicial review of an agency’s FONSI, the court must

77 CEQ has generally advised agencies to keep the length of EAs to not more than approximately 10-15 pages. Council on
Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 
46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23, 1981), Question 36, available at http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40P1.htm. 
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ensure that the agency took a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of its
decision. Courts scrutinize an agency’s FONSI by determining whether the agency:

❖ Identified the relevant areas of environmental concern; 

❖ Made a convincing case that the impact was insignificant; and 

❖ Convincingly established that changes in the project sufficiently reduced
the significance of any impact to a minimum.78

While some agencies recognize that additional CEQ guidance regarding EA analysis,
content, and format would help support agencies in court, others are concerned that
additional guidance would limit agency flexibility. Most agencies thought that
flexibility regarding EA format should be maintained. Some agencies believe that CEQ
should issue an EA template to clarify the requirements for analyzing and
documenting the level of significance, consistent with 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.9 and 1508.13,
to help manage the burden of proof and support agencies in court. Although some
public respondents thought that additional EA guidance would improve EA efficiency
and effectiveness, there was no agreement on specific guidance regarding analysis,
content, and format. Some public respondents thought that EA and EIS analysis,
content, and format should be similar, while others thought that EA guidance should
be less than that required for EISs.

A useful EA template could specify EA content requirements to promote consistency
without limiting flexibility by prescribing a format, particularly if it has been designed
to address a similar set of actions. For example, on December 9, 2002, CEQ issued a
memorandum to the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior, “Guidance for
Environmental Assessments of Forest Health Projects,” that provided an EA outline for
forest health projects.79

6.1.3. EA Checklists and Forms

Many agencies use EA checklists as a quality control tool to help develop and review
EAs, and to determine if a critical element exists that requires detailed analysis.
However, the agencies and the task force agree that using checklists as EAs does not
meet the plain language requirements of NEPA and does not provide a clear
description of impacts or discussion of mitigation measures, significance, or
alternatives. According to the agency staff that we spoke with, EA checklists do not
fulfill the public’s need to understand the rationale for an agency’s decision, and they
are inconsistent with many agencies’ implementing guidance. 

Some agencies use an EA standardized analysis form for projects with minor
environmental impacts, particularly noncontroversial projects, and when conflicts in
alternative uses of available resources have been resolved. The form requires that the
analyst explain the effects finding for each issue evaluated. However, EA standardized 

78 Sierra Club v. Peterson, 230 U.S. App. D.C. 352, 717 F.2d 1409 (D.C.Cir. 1983). 

79 Connaughton, James L., “Guidance for Environmental Assessments of Forest Health Projects” (Dec. 9, 2002), available at

http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/2002/dec/guidance-for-environmental-assessments.pdf.
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analysis forms are inappropriate when conflicts of alternative uses of available
resources remain, when mitigation is proposed to reduce the project’s adverse
environmental effects below the significance threshold, or when the project is
controversial or high profile. CEQ should support and promote this approach
through clarifying guidance, and highlight when using EA standardized analysis
forms is appropriate. 

6.1.4. When to Complete an EA

Most agencies develop an EIS when potentially significant impacts might exist, or
when the project is controversial or high profile. Agencies cited both situations as key
considerations when deciding whether to develop an EA or EIS. The majority of
agencies interviewed use internal agency guidance for EA development.

Most agencies that the task force interviewed stated that if the proposed action has not
been implemented in 5 years from the date that the FONSI was signed, a reevaluation
of the project is necessary to ensure that no significant changes have occurred in the: 

❖ Environment; 

❖ Original proposed action; 

❖ Level of public controversy; and 

❖ State of science and technology. 

Additionally, agencies evaluate whether new environmental circumstances or
information are relevant to the proposed action and its impacts; if so, a
supplemental EA is completed. Courts have required preparation of a supplemental
EA under the same circumstances as those required for a supplemental EIS.80 CEQ
guidance should clarify when it is appropriate to complete an EA and when a
supplemental EA is necessary.

A few agencies stated that it would be helpful for CEQ to issue guidance regarding
adoption of State or local EAs or environmental documents as Federal EAs and
FONSIs. Other agencies did not think that the situation was a concern since such
documents can be incorporated by reference. A few agencies thought that problems
could result if document adoption occurred because State and local actions are not
usually the same as Federal actions, or issues might not be adequately documented to
meet Federal agency requirements. 

Many agencies interviewed indicated that the time and resources required to develop
or update categorical exclusions were substantial and, as a result, EAs continue to be
produced for actions that could be categorically excluded. The finding and guidance
needs for categorical exclusions are discussed in the Categorical Exclusions chapter of
this report.

80 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9.
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6.2. Mitigated EAs and FONSIs 

Mitigated FONSIs are used by many agencies, although their purpose and use are
inconsistent, and most agencies do not call them mitigated FONSIs. Additionally, a
consistent and well-understood definition of mitigated FONSI does not exist. Many
agencies reduce a project’s adverse environmental effects early in the planning process
using environmental enhancements or features as integral project components before
making a significance determination. Agencies believe that reducing a project’s adverse
environmental effects below the significance threshold is good project planning, not
mitigation; therefore, the FONSI is not called a mitigated FONSI. CEQ supports use of
mitigated FONSIs to reduce project impacts below the significance threshold. Courts
also support agency decisions not to prepare an EIS upon adoption of mitigation
measures 81

CEQ acknowledges that the approach discussed in Question 40 of the Forty Most
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations 82 is obsolete, and they are
committed to revising it. NEPA practitioners should not apply Question 40, as it
currently reads. A priority CEQ action should be to revise Question 40, and provide EA
clarifying guidance on mitigated EAs and FONSIs. 

In any NEPA document, including a mitigated EA/FONSI, the courts have indicated
that to comply with NEPA an agency must take a “hard look” at the potential
environmental consequences of the proposed action before taking any action.83 As a
result, agencies must demonstrate that their decision was not arbitrary and capricious
by documenting their analysis and decision in their NEPA document. 

Agencies can prepare FONSIs that either includes the EA or that provide a summary of
the EA.84 When the FONSI does not include the EA, agencies must ensure that they
adequately incorporate the EA analysis into the FONSI. Most agencies describe the
environmental enhancements or enhancement features in the EA, while others include
them in both the EA and FONSI to increase agency follow through. Some agencies
identify mitigation requirements in either the project description and/or the
alternatives section of the EA and FONSI. CEQ guidance should emphasize that the
EA/FONSI clearly identify mitigation measures. In addition, monitoring and
enforcement of mitigation for EAs should be addressed.85

CEQ guidance is needed to clarify the ability of a FONSI to serve as a legally binding
mechanism to enforce mitigation when dealing with agency actions. A FONSI is not a
decision document, unless an agency has made it such in their NEPA procedures;
therefore, a mitigation commitment within a FONSI that is not a decision document is
not binding and should not be relied upon. When using a mitigated FONSI that is not a
decision document, the binding commitment must come from a statute other than
NEPA and should be incorporated in an agency’s decision document. Agencies that 

81 City of Auburn v. United States, 154 F.3d 1025, 1033 (9th Cir. 1998).

82 Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act
Regulations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23, 1981), available at http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40P1.htm. 

83 Baltimore Gas & Electric Company v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 462 U.S. 87, 97, 103 S.Ct. 2246, 2252 (1983).

84 40 C.F.R. § 1508.13.

85 When an EIS is prepared, monitoring and enforcement programs for any mitigation are adopted in Records of Decision, where
applicable. 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2.

MODERNIZING NEPA IMPLEMENTATION 69



have combined their decisionmaking processes and documents with 
EAs and FONSIs can apply the mitigation as a binding commitment through their
decision document and implementing statute. Alternatively, a binding mitigation
commitment could be made by preparing an EIS and a Record of Decision. The
guidance should also address situations where an applicant, rather than the agency,
implements the action and the commitment should be included in the permit, license,
or other entitlement.

One public respondent expressed concern that use of mitigated FONSIs often results in
more mitigation than what is needed to reduce the adverse environmental impacts
below the significance threshold. The individual thought that the situation was partly
due to a lack of CEQ guidelines and an attempt to avoid EIS development. An agency
that the task force interviewed thought that CEQ should issue guidance on mitigated
FONSIs to ensure that excessive mitigation is not routinely accomplished.

Any EA clarifying guidance should support an adaptive management approach to
mitigated EAs and FONSIs, when there is a high degree of confidence that the
mitigation would effectively compensate and reduce the adverse environmental effects
below the significance threshold. If mitigation does not prevent impacts from
exceeding significance thresholds, then the action should be evaluated and
documented in an EIS and Record of Decision, instead of an EA and FONSI. Further
details related to the task force’s findings and guidance needs for adaptive
management are in the Adaptive Monitoring and Management chapter of this report. 

6.3. EA Alternatives Analysis

Many agencies indicated that they analyze and document multiple alternatives,
including the no action and proposed alternative, in most EAs. Additionally, the
agencies stated that the number of alternatives does not substantially vary between
EAs and EISs. Eliminated alternatives are generally documented in a separate section
at the beginning of an EA. Commonly applied screening criteria, used to determine if
alternatives are reasonable, include cost, technology, logistics, and environmental,
historical, and socioeconomic impacts. A few agencies indicated that they limit the
number of alternatives by refining the proposed action’s purpose and need statement
early in the EA process, instead of eliminating alternatives. 

Sometimes, the EA alternatives analysis is more than is necessary to comply with CEQ
regulations. Additionally, some large EAs contain an alternative analysis that would be
more appropriate in an EIS, considering the magnitude and complexity of the
environmental impacts, the project scope, and public concerns. Many agencies consider
alternatives that are beyond the proposed action, although the proposed project does
not conflict with alternative uses of the available resources.86 Additionally, many
agencies noted that the meaning of “unresolved conflict concerning the alternative uses
of available resources”87 is unclear, and that CEQ regulations do not provide any 

86 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b).

87 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E).
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clarification, which might encourage expanded alternatives analyses. CEQ maintains
that alternatives, other than the preferred alternative and no-action alternative, do not
require analysis and documentation in an EA unless an unresolved conflict concerning
available resources, consistent with NEPA Section 102(2)(E) and 40 CFR 1501.2(c),
exists. Consequently, the range of alternatives should be addressed in CEQ guidance.

Although the no action alternative is clearly described in the answer to Question 3 of
the Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, inconsistent
application of the definition of the no action alternative was a concern noted by the
public. The definition of the no action alternative should be clarified and highlighted in
CEQ’s EA guidance.

CEQ should clarify if all agencies can address the no action alternative in the manner
described in guidance recently issued by CEQ.88 CEQ’s guidance memorandum on EAs
for forest health projects advised the Department of Agriculture and the Department of
Interior that the impacts of a proposed action and alternatives may be contrasted with
the current condition and future condition in the absence of the project, and that doing
so constitutes consideration of the no action alternative. New CEQ guidance should
also clarify if this description of the analysis of the no-action alternative is appropriate
regardless of whether there are unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources.

6.4. EA Public Involvement

CEQ regulations require public involvement for EAs and FONSIs to include, at a
minimum, reasonable public notice of the availability of the EA and FONSI.89 EA public
involvement activity ranges from none to formal scoping for the agencies that the task
force interviewed. However, many agencies’ draft EAs and FONSIs are made available
to the public. While not required by CEQ regulations, internal agency guidance for
some agencies interviewed requires scoping for complicated and/or controversial
actions. Apparently, when scoping is accomplished, it is used as a screening mechanism
to identify issues to determine significance and to decide whether to prepare an EIS.
The task force believes that EA public involvement activities should be appropriate to
the level of impacts, public interest, and project complexity and controversy. 

Most of the agencies interviewed make EAs available for 30 days, and they provide for
public review of the draft EA and FONSI. Some public comments that the task force
received suggested that a 90- rather than a 30-day comment period was more
appropriate. Conversely, several agencies that we spoke with believe that public
involvement in the NEPA process is used to delay decisionmaking. Many agencies
believe that lengthy public comment periods might unnecessarily delay implementing
a proposed action. To be responsive to the publics’ interest in EAs, and the agencies 

88 Connaughton, James L., “Guidance for Environmental Assessments of Forest Health Projects” (Dec. 9, 2002), available at
http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/2002/dec/guidance-for-environmental-assessments.pdf

89 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(b) (2003); and Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23, 1981), Question 38, available at
http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40P1.htm. 
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need to conduct proposed activities, CEQ should encourage improvement to EA public
involvement processes. For example, using the Internet, in addition to traditional
distribution methods, to post EA data and analytical information and documents
would improve the effectiveness and efficiency of public participation. 

6.5. Issues and Recommendations

Throughout this chapter, the task force has discussed issues and recommendations that
it believes CEQ should consider regarding guidance or changes to the regulations
implementing NEPA. All the issues and recommendations are presented in this section. 

To consider the appropriate use and structure of EA documents that meet agency and
stakeholder needs, new CEQ guidance is needed to:

❖ Specify existing minimum EA requirements for all EAs in one guidance
document. This guidance also should explain: 

— Appropriate analysis of alternatives, including the no action
alternative; 

— When mitigation measures must be considered; 

— Appropriate public involvement; and 

— Suitable use of an EA standardized analysis form. 

❖ Address what should be included in an EA and FONSI to demonstrate
that agencies have comprehensively considered the potential
environmental consequences of the proposed action before taking the
action (i.e., taken a “hard look”).

❖ Emphasize that EAs and FONSIs should focus on the issues or resources
that might be significantly affected or are a public concern, consistent
with 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b). Specifically, the guidance should:

— Emphasize that agencies should address proposed alternative effects
and provide sufficient evidence and analysis about whether to
prepare an EIS;90

— Emphasize that agencies should provide and explain effects
determinations for each issue of interest to the public and of
potential significance; 

— State that following the CEQ EIS format to prepare an EA is
unnecessary even though the issues might be similar to those
addressed in an EIS; 

90 40 CFR 1508.9(a); and Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23, 1981), Question 36, available at
http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40P1.htm. 
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— Clarify that the impact discussion requirements within an EA and
FONSI should be proportional to their significance91 and level of
public concern;

— Support and identify the methods to incorporate documents by
reference;92

— Recommend that an EA should be attached to a FONSI or
incorporated by reference; and

— Emphasize that agencies must ensure the professional integrity and
high quality of the environmental information within EAs.93

❖ Provide an easily understood and applied definition of mitigated
FONSI, and clarify that a mitigated FONSI is approved based on the
mitigation measures and therefore, an EIS is not required (i.e., without
the mitigation measures, the FONSI would not be issued). Specifically,
the guidance should:

— Address mitigated FONSI requirements, including whether post-
project monitoring and enforcement are required; 

— Describe when a monitoring and enforcement program should be
adopted consistent with 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2, including factors that
should be considered in this determination; and

— Discuss how mitigation will be conducted and enforced, the length
of the mitigation period, how mitigation success will be measured,
and monitoring and adaptive management approaches. 

❖ Address the ability of a FONSI to serve as a legally binding mechanism
to enforce mitigation particularly when mitigation measures must be
considered and adopted (e.g., for any project impacts, only when
significant adverse impacts exist, for an entire project, only where
feasible).

❖ Discuss how to adequately incorporate the EA analysis into FONSIs.

❖ Address unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available
resources to clarify to the public the agencies’ rationale for presenting
alternatives within an EA. Specifically, the guidance should:

— Define the meaning of “unresolved conflict concerning the
alternative uses of available resources”;94

— Identify the core elements of an EA when unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources are either present
or not;

91 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(b).

92 40 C.F.R. § 1502.21.

93 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.1(b), 1502.24.

94 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E).

MODERNIZING NEPA IMPLEMENTATION 73



— Clarify that alternatives must be evaluated and documented within
the EA when unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources exist; and 

— Specify that each EA should contain a discussion of unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources when
alternatives beyond the preferred and no-action alternative are
being considered. 

❖ Support documenting eliminated alternatives in a separate section at the
beginning of EAs, where appropriate, and identify criteria that agencies
can apply to eliminate alternatives including cost, logistics, technology,
and greater adverse environmental effects.

❖ Provide agencies with guidance to address the no action alternative
when lack of action is not a reasonable alternative, consistent with
guidance issued by CEQ,95 and clarify whether this approach can be
used when there are unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources.

❖ Clarify and highlight the definition of the no action alternative to foster
consistent application.

❖ Explain that public involvement requirements in an EA should be
commensurate with project scale and complexity, required mitigation,
and public interest, consistent with 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(a)-(b). Specifically,
the guidance should:

— Reemphasize that public availability of EAs and FONSIs is a
requirement consistent with 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6 and Question 38 of the
Forty Most Asked Question Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulation;

— Emphasize and clarify special cases where a FONSI must be
available for public review for 30 days consistent with 40 C.F.R. §
1501.4(e)(2) and Question 37(b); 

— Identify the level of public involvement for EAs that either do or do
not have a remaining unresolved conflict in alternative uses of
available resources and/or that have been mitigated below the
threshold of significance that would usually require an EIS; and

— Encourage agencies to electronically establish and maintain NEPA
information and documents, provide nonsensitive information to the
public via agency Websites, and develop and maintain links to other
agencies’ NEPA Websites, where ongoing and proposed NEPA work
would be advertised, to facilitate EA public interaction. CEQ should
provide links to these sites on its NEPAnet Website.

95 CEQ advised the Departments of Agriculture and Interior that the impacts of a proposed action and alternatives might be
contrasted with the “current condition and future condition in the absence of the project,” and that this constitutes consideration of
the no action alternative. Connaughton, James L., “Guidance for Environmental Assessments of Forest Health Projects” (Dec. 9,
2002), available at http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/2002/dec/guidance-for-environmental-assessments.pdf.
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6.6. Summary of Recommendations

The task force recommends that CEQ issue guidance to: 

❖ Recognize the broad range in size of EAs; 

❖ Clarify that the size of environmental assessments should be
commensurate with the magnitude and complexity of environmental
issues, public concerns, and project scope;

❖ Describe the minimum requirements for short environmental
assessments; and 

❖ Clarify the requirements for public involvement, alternatives, and
mitigation for actions that warrant longer environmental assessments
including those with mitigated findings of no significant impact. 

In the near term, CEQ should issue a clarifying memo reiterating the minimum
statutory and regulatory requirements for EAs when a short EA is warranted. 
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